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Street Men, Family Men:
Race and Men's Extended Family Integration
Natalia Sarkisian, Boston College
Disorganization theories postulate that hlack men have largely
abandoned their familial roles. Using the NSFH data, this article
refutes the hypothesis of black mens familial disengagement by
focusing on extended family integration. Black men are more
likely than white men to live with or near extended kin, as well
as to frequently see kin in person. Men are similar across race in
terms of emotional and practical help, although black men are
less likely than white men to provide financial assistance. The
racial differences can be mostly attributed to the socioeconomic
disadvantage of black men. The similarities emerge because blacks'
economic disadvantage hinders their involvement, but cultural
values and extended family structure bring their involvement to
the levels of the more economically advantaged whites.
Introduction
The debate over whether black families are better or worse organized than
white families has a long history (Allen 1979: Sarkisian and Gerstel 2004).
Scholars on one side of this debate, "superorganization" theorists, argue
that blacks have more abundant family ties, and therefore greater family
integration, than whites (Allen 1979; Aschenbrenner 1975; Newman 1999;
Nobles 1978; Stack 1974; Staples 1981; Sudarkasa 1988). They focus on
what they see as positive aspects of black family organization, including
strong mother-child relationships, communal patterns of childcare.
extended and fictive kin ties, and extensive exchange of support within
kin networks. On the other side of this debate, "disorganization" theorists
suggest that even though thriving family networks among blacks might
have existed in the past, economic and sociai changes destroyed them,
leaving blacks with fewer family ties than Whites (Anderson 1990;
Patterson 1998; Roschelle 1997; Wilson 1987).
Disorganization theorists particularly stress the lack of men's presence
and involvement in black families. They argue that, compared to white
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men, black men have in many ways abandoned their famiiial roles.
They attribute this pattern of disengagement either to "dysfunctional"
cultural patterns or to social marginalization as a result of concentrated
poverty, These scholars usually focus on nuclear family structure,
emphasizing "absent black fathers" and mother-headed families as a sign
of disorganization (Wilson 1987). Some of them, however, also address
the issue of extended kin integration. Focusing on social support among
extended kin, these scholars stress the familial disengagement of black
men and the substitution of street-corner networks for familial ones
(Anderson 1990; Scott and Black 1999).
In contrast, superorganization scholars usually focus on women's
family integration, emphasizing woman-centered family and community
ties. They frequently leave men's roles in familial networks out of
the discussion or emphasize that black women, rather than men,
are located in the center of kin networks (Stack 1974; Staples 1981).
Some superorganization proponents, however, stress black men's role
as "other fathers" - family members or community members who are
deeply involved in parenting children other than their own (Lempert 1999;
Whitmore 1999). Superorganization scholars also argue that black men
may be contributing to multiple households simultaneously (e.g., those
of their mother, an ex-wife, and a girlfriend raising their children); they can
also be active in multiple matrifocal extended families (Aschenbrenner
1975). In other words, these theorists argue that rather than being
disengaged from family life, black men are actually involved with several
families (Johnson 1999). Despite this acknowledgement, however, the
research from the superorganization perspective pays little attention to
men's famiiial roles in general (Lempert 1999) and their extended family
involvement in particular.
Extended family ties, however, are regaining prominence as a subject
of sociological inquiry. Scholars who focus on minority families are
particularly likely to emphasize the importance of broad family ties. They
stress the racial bias inherent in an analytic focus on nuclear families and
argue for the need to develop models that move beyond the ethnocentric
nuclear family model (Collins 2000; Gerstel and Sarkisian, forthcoming).
In line with such arguments, this research addresses the lack of both
theoretical discussion and empirical research on black men's extended
family integration.
Using the second wave of the National Survey of Families and
Households (NSFH), it tests hypotheses concerning black men's
familial disengagement by comparing their extended family integration
to that of white men. Extended family integration is conceptualized as
a multidimensional construct, including two major components: 1.)
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physical proximity of kin, including coresidence and living nearby, and
2.) invoivement with kin, including contact and kin support. The two-
part empirical analysis assesses the assumptions of the disorganization-
superorganization debate by 1.) evaluating the differences and similarities
between white and black men's extended family integration and 2.)
explaining the racial differences and similarities in extended family
integration using socioeconomic characteristics, cultural values and
family composition.
Black Men's Extended Family Integration: Research on Race Differences
and Similarities
I I • •
In their extensive review of the literature on black families, Taylor and his
colleagues (1990) concluded that one of the most conspicuous gaps in
this literature was the lack of studies on the family life of black men. More
than 15 years later, this gap still persists. The research on black men's
participation in nuclear families finds that compared to white men, black
men are less likely to be married and more likely to be nonresident fathers
(Taylor etal. 1997; Tucker and Mitchell-Kernan 1995}. In terms of extended
family integration, however, limited evidence exists to substantiate the
claims of either disorganization or superorganization theorists.
Many studies combine women and men when examining racial
differences in extended family involvement (for a review, see Sarkisian
and Gerstel 2004). This is problematic, because research has clearly
demonstrated that black men are somewhat less involved with extended
families than black women (Spitze and Miner 1992; Laditka and Laditka
2001; Roschelle 1997; Silverstein and Waite 1993. Studies that focus
specifically on men are scarce, however.
Examining coresidence, scholars found that black men are more likely
than white men to share a residence with extended kin (Coward et al.
1996; Goldscheider and Bures 2003; Raley 1995), Looking at contact, Raley
(1995) found that compared to white men, black men have more frequent
contact with their mothers and less frequent contact with their siblings;
she also found that overall, black men socialize with relatives more often
than white men. Further, a few studies compared black and white men's
involvement in giving kin support, but the findings were mixed. Raley
(1995) used a measure of kin support combining two types of practical
support and one type of emotional support, and found black and white
men equally likely to give support to kin. In contrast, Roschelle (1997)
found that black men were less likely than white men to help kin with
household tasks. Similarly, Laditka and Laditka (2001} found that black
men were less likely to give practical help to parents; nevertheless,
766 • Social Forces Volume 86, Number 2 • December 2007
among those men who gave help, black men provided significantly
more hours than white men. Finally. Silverstein and Waite (1993)
found that compared to white men, black men were less involved
in practical and emotional support transfers with parents and adult
children, but somewhat more involved in such transfers with siblings
and other relatives. Thus, the variation in the findings on kin support can
be probably attributed to differences in the types of kin support analyzed,
the types of kin included in the analyses (e.g., parents, adult children,
siblings, etc), as well as the methodologies used (e.g., type of sample,
definitions of variables, use of controls, methods of analysis).
Theorizing the Race Differences and Similarities in Men's Extended
Family Integration
Superorganization and disorganization theorists propose a number of
explanations for what they consider to be the unique patterns of black
family organization, importantly, these explanatory frameworks focus
exclusively on the factors that shape racial differences. Little theorizing and
no research addresses the factors that create rac\a\ simiiarities in extended
family integration. Like much sociological research, those studies that
find similarities often brush them aside, seeking only to report and explain
statistically significant differences (Epstein 1988). I argue instead that it is
importanttotheorizemodelsthatcould produce racial similarities. Two such
models can be identified. The first one. the irrelevance model, suggests
that those factors that distinguish blacks and whites are inconsequential
for extended family integration. The second model, termed the paradox
model, suggests that these factors shape familial integration, but some of
them lead to higher levels of integration among blacks while others lead
to more integration among whites. Together these factors push the race
differential in opposite directions, producing the observed similarities.
Given the absence of literature on similarities, to pinpoint the factors that
should be considered when empirically evaluating these two pathways,
this research relies on the literature that explores the factors shaping race
differences. The explanatory factors identified in this literature can be
broadly divided into cultural and structural.
Cultural Explanations
Some theorists from both the disorganization and superorganization
perspectives have argued that cultural values are crucial to understanding
the race differences in family integration. On the one hand, this includes
cultural deficiency theorists who attribute black family disorganization to
Race and Men's Extended Family Integration • 767
deviant cuiturai values among blacks, especially the absence of cultural
norms promoting marriage, tolerance for non-marital childbearing,
preference for so-called "matnarchy" (typically implying that "strong" black
women prefer to be family heads and thus push men away), and general
mistrust and cynicism (Frazier 1939; Moynihan 1965; Patterson 1998;
Wilson and Musick 1997). On the other hand, cultural explanations are
also utilized by the cultural resiliency theorists. Some of them attribute
black family patterns to the preservation of traditional African cultures
and continuing preferences for family organization forms found in these
cultures, manifested through extended familistic values and a high value
placed on childrearing, as well as the matrilateral focus placing women
rather than men in the center of family functioning (Aschenbrenner 1975;
Johnson 2000; Nobles 1978; Staples 1981; Sudarkasa 1988). Other
cuiturai resiliency theorists focus on the cultural outcomes of slavery
and oppression, and argue that the common experience of oppression
generated integration-boosting ethnic solidarity, altruism (Carson 1989),
and religiosity (Littlejohn-Blake and Darling 1993).
Studies have found higher levels of extended familism among blacks
than among winites (Burr and Mutchler 1999; Gaines etal. 1997). There is
also some evidence of higher levels of altruistic and collectivistic values
{Allen and Bagozzi 2001; Gaines etal. 1997; Johnson, Matre and Armbrecht
1991) and higher levels of religiosity and church attendance among blacks
than whites (Johnson, Matre and Armbrecht 1991; Krause 2002; Taylor
et al. 1996). Further, some studies also supported the assertion that
blacks are more child-centered (Hoffman and Manis 1979; Jacobsen and
Binger 1991; Thompson 1980). Much research also has demonstrated
that blacks place lower value on marriage and are more accepting of non-
marital childbearing than whites (Moore and Stief 1991; Oropesa and
Gorman 2000; South and Baumer 2000), although some found stronger
pro-marriage beliefs among blacks than whites (Tucker 2000).
Unfortunately, the actual effects of these cultural factors on extended
family integration are rarely examined. Those few studies that attempt
to assess the impact of culture on kin involvement focus on extended
familistic values; they do not consider the entire range of cuiturai values
theorized to influence family integration. They examine values such as
"respect for young" and "respect for old" (Mutran 1985) or "familism"
(Roschelle 1997) and find no effect or a limited positive effect of such
values on kin support involvement. Overall, however, cultural explanations
are usually used only as a residual category: Those race differences
that remain after controlling for socioeconomic variables and family
composition are typically interpreted as a product of cultural differences.
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Structural Explanations
As is the case with cultural explanations, both disorganization and
superorganization approaches also have relied on structural factors, and
more specifically, socioeconomic standing characteristics, to explain
race differences in family integration. Structural destruction theorists
(McDonald and Armstrong 2001; Roschelle 1997; Wilson 1987) and
structurai resiiiency theorists {Alien 1979; Lempert 1999; Newman, 1999;
Stack 1974) alike argue that the differences between black and white
families result from the different contemporary structural positions of
these two groups, emphasizing disparities in education, employment,
income and wealth. Structural destruction theorists argue that the lack of
resources leads to tower levels of familial involvement (Roschelle 1997),
and attribute the black men's familial disengagement to their persistent
poverty and joblessness (Wilson 1987), as well as the associated problems
such as drugs, crime and high incarceration rates (Anderson 1990).
Structural resiliency theorists, in contrast, argue that blacks' higher levels
of extended family integration are due to the fact that poor families need
to maintain higher levels of integration in order to make ends meet.
Most studies of race differences in extended family integration include
some measures of socioeconomic standing, usually income and education,
and sometimes employment. The findings differ substantially across studies:
Some studies find that higher socioeconomic standing (measured by income
and education) increases the likelihood of kin integration for whites and
blacks (Cooney and Uhlenberg 1992; Eggebeen 1992; Hatch 1991; Hogan,
Eggebeenand Clogg 1993; Roscheile 1997; Silversteinand Waite 1993), while
others find decreased extended family integration at higher socioeconomic
standing levels (Ladltka and Laditka2001; Mutran 1985). Some studies even
report that education and income operate in opposite directions (Jayakody
1998). Some scholars account for employment status as well, finding either
that those employed have higher levels of kin involvement (Silverstein and
Watte 1993), or that they are no different from those not employed (Cooney
and Uhlenborg 1992; Hatch 1991; Roschelle 1997). It is possible that
these differences can be attributed to the variation in the measures of kin
integration or in the types of kin included in these analyses. Furthermore, in
most of these studies, the socioeconomic standing variables are used with
an assortment of controls that can serve as mediators, but the role of these
variables is not acknowledged.
Family Composition Factors
Although culture and structure are the two main explanations used to
account for the race differences in family organization, scholars also
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recognize that nuclear and extended family composition may shape
extended kin integration. Because the racial differences in family
composition are themselves a subject of the same culture vs. structure
debate, however, it can be argued that family composition variables can
indirectly represent both cultural and structural influences and operate as
mediating variables.
Studies of race differences in kin ties often control for some aspects
of nuclear family structure, including marital status and the presence of
children, as well as for extended kin composition. Furthermore, studies
of kin contact and kin support often include measures of kin coresidence
and proximity as controls. In the case of extended family composition,
there is agreement regarding its effects on kin integration. Specifically,
having more relatives increases the chances of living near them, seeing
them and helping out (Roschelle 1997). Similar conclusions have been
reached regarding the effects of physical proximity to kin. Both coresidence
and living near kin increase extended family involvement (Eggebeen 1992;
Hoganetal. 1993).
In contrast, there is much confusion regarding the effects of nuclear family
composition. Black men are less likely to have spouses or partners and are
more likeiy to be nonresident fathers; blacks also have more children on
average than whites (Taylor et al. 1997; Tucker and Mitchell-Kernan 1995),
Scholars, however, disagree on the effects of these differences. Some insist
that having a spouse or a partner increases the size of an individual's familial
network and promotes closeness to kin, providing more opportunities for kin
integration (Fischer et al. 1989), and that divorce decreases such networks
(Wallerstein and Kelly 1980). Others, however, argue that marriage is a
"greedy institution" taking away time and resources that might otherwise
be spent on visiting or helping extended kin (Gerstel and Sarkisian 2006;
Sarkisian and Gerstel, forthcoming). A similar debate contests the effects
of children on kin support. Whereas some maintain that children consume
parents' time and resources, reducing their availability for kin involvement
(Moore 1990), others argue that chiidren increase the need for support
and connect individuals to others, especiaiiy extended kin (Ambert 1992;
Gaiiagher and Gerstel 2001).
Contributions of This Study
The research on biack men's extended famiiy integration is scarce.
Theoretical disagreements about family integration among biack men are
intensified by 1.) a iack of studies using national data to examine both the
raciai differences and the raciai simiiarities in extended famiiy integration,
2.) the tendency of many kinship studies to combine women and men,
3.) the tendency to examine one aspect of famiiy integration rather than a
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range of indicators, 4.) the tendency to focus on a single type of kin, and
5.) a iack of systematic evaiuation of the rofe of both cuiturai and structurai
factors in shaping raciai differences and simiiarities.
This research aims to fill this gap by comparing the extended famiiy
integration of biack and white men and expiaining both racial differences
and simiiarities. To avoid the limitations of prior ilterature, it utilizes
data from a nationally representative sample of black and white men,
examines a range of famiiy integration measures and relies on a broad
definition of extended kin. Further, in contrast to much prior research, this
article systematically assesses the extent to which culture and structure
explain racial differences and similarities in extended famiiy integration by
employing regression decomposition.
Data and Variables
This article utilizes data from the second wave (1992-94) of the National
Survey of Families and Households, in which a total of 10,005 main
respondents were interviewed. The data were collected from a stratified,
multistage area probability U.S. sampie, which included an oversampling
of biacks (for additionai information on the NSFH, see Sweet and Bumpass
1996). This study focuses on a subsample limited to white (N - 2893) and
biack (N - 590) men.
Dependent Variables
The dependent variables are dichotomies covering two main domains of
famiiy integration: proximity to kin and involvement with kin, Coresidence
variable indicates whether respondents coresided with any extended kin
(inciuding parents, aduit children ages 19+, slbiings and other relatives).
Living near kin variable indicates whether the closest non-coresident kin
(includes parents, parents-in-law, aduit chiidren, and sibiings) lived within
2 miles of the respondent. This dichotomy is based on the frequency
distribution as well as Roschelie's (1997) categories because the
continuous proximity vartabie was highiy skewed with a mean of 116
miles and a median of oniy 6 miies.
The measure of contact is based on questions that asked respondents
how often in the past 12 months there had been any contact in person with
each of the foiiowing types of relatives not iiving in the same househoid:
mother,father, mother-in-iaw, father-in-law, adult children, or grandchiidren.
Respondents could seiect never, about once a year, several times a year.
one to tfiree times a month, about once a week, or more than or)ce a
week. When a respondent did not have any kin in a particular category.
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responses were coded as never to be consistent with other measures
of family integration that are also contingent on the availability of kin. To
keep the analyses uniform across the measures of family integration and
to simplify the presentation of the results, a dichotomous variable was
used indicating frequent (at least once a week) contact with at least one
type of non-coresident kin.
To examine the full spectrum of kin support, this research utilized
measures of each of the three major types identified in the literature
(Fischer et al., 1989): emotional, financial and practical. The financial
support variable was constructed using questions asking whether the
respondent or spouse 1.) gave a gift worth more than $200 at any one time
in the last 12 months to anyone not living with them at the time, 2.) gave
such a loan worth more than $200; 3.) paid someone's day-to-day living
expenses or educational expenses. If involved in any of such transfers,
respondents were asked to whom they gave the highest gift amount and
the highest loan. (For help paying expenses, the respondent was asked to
name only one person to whom the respondent provided such help,) If at
least one of these recipients was a relative, the respondent was coded as
giving financial support to kin.
The emotional support variable is based on the questions that asked
if the respondent gave "advice, encouragement, moral or emotional
support" in the last month to the following three groups of relatives
residing outside of their household: (a) parents/children; (b) siblings; and
fc) other relatives. The emotional support variable was coded as one if the
respondent provided this type of support to at least one group of kin.
The practical support variable is based on questions that asked
whether respondents gave each of the three types of practical help in
the past month to the same three groups of non-coresident kin: parents/
children, siblings, and other relatives. The three types of help specified in
these questions included: help with transportation; help with housework,
yardwork, car repairs and other work around the house; and help with
baby sitting or child care. The practical support variable was coded as one
if the respondent provided at least one of these types of help to at least
one of the categories of kin.
Independent Variables
My measure of race is a dichotomous variable. Black, coded as one for
respondents who stated that they are black. The omitted category is White,
coded as zero for respondents who identified as white, not of Hispanic
origin. Five groups of independent variables were used along with race:
cultural variables, socioeconomic variables, nuclear family composition,
extended family composition and controls.
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Four scales were used to measure cultural values (see Appendix A for
the list of survey items). Scale reliability was assessed using Chronbach's
alpha; following Nunnaliy (1978), alphas of .50 and over are considered
acceptable. The scales include attitudes on the value of marriage (alpha
^ .82), beliefs regarding the importance of having children (alpha = .80),
extended familistic attitudes (alpha ^ .62), and altruistic attitudes (alpha
= .50). Respondent's religious involvement was measured using a church
attendance variable indicating whether the respondent attended religious
services at least once a year.
Socioeconomic status is represented by six measures: income, wealth,
education, employment hours, car ownership and home ownership.
income was operationalized as the total household income per person
(income of all household members divided by the household size) in the
past year, measured in $10,000s. Income per capita was used because
such a measure reflects the socioeconomic standing of the entire
household.This variable was top coded income at $100,000 and used the
square root to improve its distributional properties, The wealth variable
was calculated as total assets minus total debts of respondent and spouse
or partner measured In $10,000s and divided by two if a spouse/partner is
present. It is truncated based on the variable's distribution, on the bottom
at negative $15,000 (debts) and on the top at positive $500,000 (assets),
and includes the value of and debt on home, other real estate, vehicle, and
business or farm, total value of savings and investments, and total amount
owed on credit cards, installment loans, educational loans, bank loans
or mortgage, loans from friends or relatives, home improvement loans,
other bills outstanding for more than two months, and other debts.
The education variable indicated the number of years of completed
education. The hours of employment variable indicated the number of
hours typically worked per week. It was based on the hours worked
during the preceding week on the main job if that was a typical week for
the respondent, or on the number of hours worked in a typical week if the
preceding week was not typical. Finally, the vehicle ownership variable
indicates if the respondent or his spouse own motor vehicles, including
cars, trucks, campers, boats, and other recreational vehicles, and the
home ownership variable indicates if the respondent or his spouse own
or are buying their home.
Three variables are used to describe nuclear family composition,
Unpartnered variable measuring the relationship status indicates
whether the respondent was not married and not cohabiting. Another
dichotomy indicates whether the respondent had his own or a spouse/
partner's minor children (biological, adopted or foster) residing in the
household. Finally, the third dichotomy indicates whether the respondent
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is a nonresident father, that is, has minor children (biological, adopted or
foster) residing elsewhere,
To describe extended family composition, four variables are used. The
presence of adult children variable indicates whether the respondent had
any children (biological, adopted or foster) older than 18 years residing
in or out of the household. The grandchildren variable indicates whether
the respondent had grandchildren - that is, whether respondent's
children or spouse/partner's children had children (or stepchildren). The
living parents variable indicates whether at least one of the respondent's
own parents was still living. The number of siblings variable reflects
the total number of respondent's siblings (full siblings, half-siblings and
stepsiblings) truncated at 10 to improve the distribution and reduce the
impact of outliers.
Finally, controls include measures of age and health. Age is measured
in full years. The health variable is a scale (Cronbach's alpha = .61) based
on three sets of questions: 1.) Compared with other people your age, how
would you describe your health on a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (excellent)?
2.) How satisfied are you with your health according to a scale of 1 (very
dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied)? 3.) "How much do physical or mental
conditions limit your ability to . . ." do seven different everyday tasks
assessed by a question for each on a scale from 1 (doesn't limit at all) to
3 (limits a lot).
' 1 -
Analytic Strategy
The analysis consists of two parts. The first part entails bivariate analyses
that assess the differences and similarities between black and white men
in family integration measures and in the independent variables. For each
of the variables, weighted means were calculated separately for black and
white men, followed by significance tests for the differences between
racial groups. The second part entailed two sets of multivariate analyses:
1.) a set of logistic regression models to assess whether culture, structure,
family composition and control variables jointly explained the differences
between blacks' and whites' extended family integration; and 2.) a set of
regression decomposition analyses to identify the relative contribution
of culture, structure, family composition and controls to explaining racial
differences and similarities
The set of logistic regression models contained two types: first, those
including the race variable only, and second, those including the full set
of predictors - cultural, socioeconomic, nuclear family, extended family
and controls. In line with prior research on kin contact and support
that showed that proximity shapes involvement, the models for these
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outcomes include coresidence and living nearby within the extended
family variables set.
The changes in the race variable coefficients from the first to the
second type of model show whether the predictors account for the
racial differences in integration. To assess the specific contribution of
each predictor to explaining racial differences, regression decomposition
technique is used to calculate compositional effects: the effects of the
group differences in the means of predictors on the group difference in
the dependent variable. For logistic regression, compositional effects
are calculated as '/2(b^,,,^+ b,,^ ,^)(x ,^,,^ ,- K^^Jp{^ - p), where x^,,,^ and
^ Black represent the means of an independent variable, b^^.^^ and b^ ,^ ^^
represent the coefficients for that variable from separate logit models
for blacks and whites, and p = ^Mp^^^^^ + 'P^;^^•„J 'S the proportion for the
family integration measure (see Glick, Bean and Van Hook, 1997. for more
details on this technique). Compositional effects allow an assessment
of whether (and which) cultural and structural differences account for
racial differences in integration. Logistic regression coefficients are used
to assist in the interpretation of compositional effects. Further, although
regression decomposition technique historically has been used to
explore differences, I extend it to understanding similarities. Specifically,
regression decomposition analysis examines how race differences In
cultural, socioeconomic and family composition characteristics produce
similar levels of integration. This allows testing of the irrelevance and the
paradox modeis.
To obtain generalizable results, all of the analyses used analytic
weights adjusting for oversampling, nonresponse, and attrition, as well
as aiigning selected demographic characteristics of the sample to those
in the population. These analyses also utilized standard error estimates
adjusted for the clustered and stratified nature of the sample.
Results
The analysis begins with racial comparisons of men's kin integration. The
top portion of Table 1 shows that black men are much more likely than
white men to live with or near kin. In fact, combining these two measures,
we find that 71 percent of black men, but only 48 percent of white men
live with or near extended kin. Next, Table 1 shows that black men (75,7
percent) are much more likely than white men (59.4 percent) to have
frequent face-to-face contact with their kin. Further, although whites are
more likely than blacks to be involved in giving financial support, blacks
and whites do not differ in their rates of emotional support and practical
help. Furthermore, if the three types of support are combined, the overall
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Table 1: Variable Means by Race
Whites Blacks
Variables (N = 2983) (N = 590)
Proximity to Kin:
Coresidence
Living nearby
Involvement with Kin:
Frequent contact
Financiai assistance *-
Emotlonai support
Practical help
Cuiture:
Value of marriage
Vaiue of children
Extended familism
Altruism
Church attendance
Socioeconomic Status:
Income per person (square root)
Wealth
Education
Employment hours j
Vehicle ownership • -
Home ownership
Nuclear Family Composition:
Unpartnered
Minor children in househoid ' "
Nonresident father
Extended Family Composition:
Living parents
Number of siblings (log)
Adult children
Grandchildren
Controls;
Age
Health
Note: Statistically significant differences are indicated as follows:
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < ,001 (two-tailed tests).
19.15
35.62
59.40
32.27
65.60
60.10
.06
.10
.02
-.14
.70
1.37
7.53
13.44
31.56
.93
.72
.22
.35
.10
.67
1.20
.48
.34
47.62
.08
43.55"*
50.29***
75.70***
23.76***
63,67
61.80
-.11***
.06
.20*"
,04***
.82***
1.04'**
2.42***
11,53***
28,44*
.77***
48***
.42***
.34
.23***
.67
1.55*"
.47
.37
44.55'"
.05
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rates of support are similar for blacks and whites: 82.3 percent of black
men and 82.6 percent of white men provide at least one type of support.
That is, only about 18 percent in each group are not at all involved in
helping extended kin.
Table 1 also examines race differences for a variety of explanatory
variables. Black and white men differ on most measures of cultural
values. On average, black men place less value on marriage, express more
familistic and altruistic attitudes, and attend religious services more often
than white men. Similarly, there are many differences between blacks
and whites on structural measures: Black men have significantly lower
incomes, less wealth and less education, and they work for pay fewer
hours than white men. Not surprisingly, black men are also less likely than
white men to own cars and houses. There are also some differences in
terms of the nuclear and extended family composition. Black men are more
likely than white men to be unpartnered and to be nonresident fathers,
although the two groups are equally likely to have minor children in the
household. On average, black men have more siblings than white men,
but the two groups are equally likely to have adult chiidren, grandchildren
or living parents. Finally, black men are younger on average than white
men. but they do not differ in their health ratings.
Next, this research turns to multivariate analyses that assess the
extent to which these ethnic differences in culture, socioeconomic
status, family structure and controls help explain racial differences and
similarities in proximity to kin and extended family involvement. Table 2
focuses on proximity to kin and presents the results of logistic regression
and regression decomposition analyses attempting to explain racial
differences in proximity. The first two rows of coefficients present odds
ratios for the race variable from two logit models: the race only mode!
and the full model containing indicators of culture, socioeconomic status,
family structure, and controls. By examining the changes in the race
odds ratios from the race only model to the full model, we can determine
whether the predictors accounted forthe racial differences in proximity to
kin. Because an odds ratio of 1,0 indicates no effect, the closer an odds
ratio is to 1.0, the smaller the effect of the corresponding variable.
The subsequent rows present odds ratios and compositional effects for
each of the predictors. The compositional effects assess each predictor's
contribution to explaining the race difference in proximity to kin, while the
odds ratios indicate how each predictor shapes proximity to kin. Therefore,
odds ratios can assist in the interpretation of compositional effects. The
compositional effects represent the amounts of black-white differential
in living with or near kin that can be attributed to the race differences in
means of predictors. A positive number indicates that the corresponding
Race and Men's Extended Family Integration • 777
Table 2: Explaining Black-White Diiferences in Proximity to Kin
Variables
Race only model:
Black
Full model:
Black
Culture:
Value of marriage
Value of children
Extended familism
Altruism
Church attendance
Subtotal
SES:
Income
Wealth
Education
Employment hours
Vehicle ownership
Home ownership
Subtotal
Nuclear Family:
Unpartnered
Minor children
Nonresident father
Subtotal
Extended Family:
Parents
Number of siblings
Adult children
Grandchildren
Subtotal
Controls:
Age
Health
Subtotal
Coresident Kin
O.R.
3.26***
2.60**'
1.21*
1.05
1.45***
.75*
1.00
.29***
1.01
1.03
1.01*
.96
.82
2.51***
.27***
.58**
1.10
1.08
16.18***
,44*"
.95***
.87*
CE.
—
—
-.42
-.15
1.62**
-.98*
.02
.09
9.91***
-1.19
-1.00
-.46
-.06
.46
7.66
3.37***
.06
-1.61***
1.82
-.01
.95
-.71
-.40
-.17
3.58**
.07
3.65
Kin
O.R.
1.83**'
1.28*
1.04
1.17*
.86*
1.09
1.14
.77*
1.01
88***
1.00
.91
101
.74**
1.04
1.16
1.16
1.37***
1.44**
1.31
.98**
.98
Nearby
CE.
—
—
.02
-.12
-.30
.81
.36
.77
2.43*
-.88
5.12***
.10
.55
-.27
T.W
-.91
-.01
.76
..16
-.02
2.71***
-.19
-.01
2.49
1.19*
.01
1.20
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Table 2 continued
Variables
Summary:
Observed rate black
Observed rate white
Observed difference
Totai expiained
Adiusted difference
Coresident Kin
O.R. C.E.
43.55
19.15
24.40
13.05
11.35
Kin
O.R.
Nearby
C.E.
50.29
35.62
14.67
11.35
3.32
Note: O.R. = Odds Ratios; C.E. = Compositional Effects.
Statistically significant coefficients are indicated as follows:
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests).
race difference in nneans results in a higher rate of proximate living for
blacks than for whites and therefore brings about an increase in the black-
white differential. A negative number indicates that the mean difference
results in a higher rate of proximate living for whites than for blacks and
therefore brings about a decrease in the black-white differential (which
can also be viewed as an increase in the white-black differential).
In addition to the amount of black-white differential explained by
each independent variable, Table 2 presents subtotals for each group
of variables - cultural, structural, nuclear famiiy composition, extended
family characteristics and controls. Each of these subtotals is calculated
as the sum of the amounts explained by the variables in that group.
Finally, the bottom portion of Table 2 includes the summary of regression
decomposition. This includes, first, the observed percentages of proximate
living for blacks and whites and the difference between them - the black-
white race gap. Second, it includes the total explained which is the sum
of all subtotals; it represents the total amount of the racial gap that
can be attributed to the racial differences in the independent variables
used in the model - i.e., the total compositional effect. Finally, the last
line of the summary presents the adjusted race difference, calculated
by subtracting the total from the observed race difference. This is the
difference remaining after accounting for the compositional effects of all
the predictors in the model.
The subtotals for the compositional effects are also graphically
presented in Figure 1. For each dependent variable, this figure includes six
bars. The first bar represents the size of the existing race gap (percentage
of black men minus percentage of white men who reported participating
in each family integration behavior). The following five bars in each set
display the amounts of this black-white gap that can be attributed to the
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racial differences in means of each group of explanatory variables (i.e.,
culture, structure, nuclear family, extended family and controls). These
bars demonstrate each group's contribution to explaining the gap. Upward
bars (representing positive numbers) show that the racial difference in
means for that group of variables results in higher family integration
among biacks than among whites. Downward bars (representing
negative numbers) show that the racial difference in means for that group
of variables results in higher kin integration among whites than among
blacks. Thus, for racial gaps favoring blacks, upward bars indicate the
groups of variables that help explain the existing gap, and downward bars
indicate the groups of variables that do not help explain the existing gap;
rather, these latter characteristics explain why this gap is smaller than it
could have been. For racial gaps favoring whites, however, the reverse is
true: Downward bars indicate the groups of variables that help explain the
gap, and upward bars point to those groups of variables that keep the gap
smaller than it could be. Finally, for those integration measures where no
racial gaps were observed, upward bars indicate the groups of variables
that create a gap favoring blacks, and downward bars point to the groups
of variables that generate a gap favoring whites.
The comparison of the race only models to the full models in Table 2
shows that for both coresidence and living near kin, the joint introduction
of culture, structure, family composition, and control variables greatly
reduces but does not fully explain racial differences, Thus, even controlling
for cultural, socioeconomic and family composition factors, black men
are significantly more likely than white men to live with or near extended
kin. As the compositional effects indicate, a large chunk of the race gap
in coresidence is explained by socioeconomic variables: They account for
7.7 percent of the 24.4 percent gap. Here, it is income that contributes the
most: As the odds ratio indicates, those with higher incomes are less likely
to coreside with kin. Thus, the lower average income of blacks generates
a substantial race gap in coresidence. Controls (and more specifically,
respondent's age) explain another 3.6 percent of the gap. Nuclear family
composition accounts for another 1.8 percent, although within that
category, we can observe two opposite effects: Being single increases
chances of coresidence, and being a nonresident father decreases
them, but black men are more likely than white men to be in both of
those categories, ln contrast, culture and extended family composition
contribute little to explaining the race gap in coresidence. As the total
explained value indicates, this model accounts for more than half of the
race gap: 13.1 percent of a 24.4 percent difference.
For living nearby, the data show that SES, extended family characteristics,
and age explain much of the race difference favoring blacks. Education.
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and to a smaller extent income, account for a substantial portion of the
race gap: Higher levels of education and income are linked to a reduction
in the likelihood of living near kin. In contrast, cuiturai variables do not
help explain the gap. When taken together, all variabies account for 11.35
percent of the 14.67 percent race gap, although the remaining difference
is still statistically significant.
Turning to involvement with kin, Table 3 presents the odds ratios and
compositional effects foe kin contact and kin support. First, the odds
ratios for race show that our model fully explains the race difference in
face-to-face contact. Extended famiiy characteristics, especiaiiy the rates
of coresidence and living near kin, explain a large portion of the gap (11.38
percent of the 16.31 percent gap). The remainder is accounted for by the
race differentials in education and age; Black men are younger and less
educated on average, and age and education are linked to lower likelihood
of frequent contact with relatives.
Next, the race gap in giving financial assistance is also rendered
insignificant in the full model. The difference in income and education
appear to be the most prominent here, creating a 6.4 percent and 3.6
percent gaps favoring whites, respectively. Combined, the socioeconomic
variables generate a 13.2 percent gap which is larger than the 8.5 percent
gap that was actually observed. The observed gap is smaller because
the race differences in cultural values and nuclear family characteristics
partially compensate for the effects of SES: As the subtotals for these
groups indicate, they create 2.3 percent and 1.8 percent gaps favoring
blacks, respectively. Specifically, it is the higher rates of church attendance
as well as higher prevalence of nonresident fatherhood among black men
that increase their rates of giving financial assistance. These conflicting
influences on the race gap in financial assistance can be clearly seen in
Figure 1. Nevertheless, the effects of socioeconomic standing are too
large to be fully compensated for by these other factors.
Turning to emotional support, however, we see that the effect of
socioeconomic variables is almost fully compensated for by other groups
of variables. As Figure 1 illustrates, the similarity of black and white men in
emotional support involvement is mostly due to the fact that the effects of
SES. culture and extended family characteristics cancel each other. Table
3 shows that income, wealth and education are all linked to higher rates
of emotional support provision, and black men have lower SES than white
men which discourages emotional support among them and generates a
9.4 percent race gap favoring whites. In contrast, black men have higher
levels of extended familistic and altruistic values and higher rates of
church attendance than white men, and these cultural characteristics are
all positively related to emotional support, generating a 2.85 percent gap
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favoring blacks. Higher rates of coresidence and proximity among blacks
also contribute by creating a 2.67 percent black-white gap, and another
1.7 percent can be linked to the contribution of age difference.
Finally, as Figure 1 shows, the similarity of black and white men in
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terms of practical help also results from the process wherein the cultural
values, extended family characteristics and age counteract the effects of
SES. Those with more wealth, with higher levels of education, and vehicle
owners are more likely to provide practical help, and these effects generate
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a 7.1 percent gap favoring whites. In contrast, the racial differences in
cultural values {especially altruism), the rates of coresidence and living
nearby, and the average age more than fully compensate for the effects of
SES, producing the observed similarity betv^een blacks and whites,
Discussion
Overall, two sets of conclusions arise from the analyses presented here:
The first addresses the theories about relative levels of family integration
among white men and black men, and the second deals with the
explanations of racial differences and similarities in family integration.
Disorganization vs. Superorganization Debate
Thedatasuggestthat neither the superorganization nor the disorganization
theorists accurately capture the racial distinctions in men's extended
family integration. On the one hand, the disorganization theories
(Anderson 1990; Wilson 1987) that postulate that black men are especially
isolated due to crime, poverty or discrimination, and as a result show a
particular propensity to abandon their familial roles, are refuted by the
data on extended kin ties. Black men are more likely than white men to
live with and near kin, and they are more likely to frequently see their kin
in person,
These findings show that despite their lower marriage rates, black men
do not necessarily lead lives of social isolation or lack family connections.
When talking about families, politicians and social commentators
typically focus on the ties between married couples and their children.
But this focus on the nuclear family ignores extended family relationships
and creates a biased portrait of family life among black men. By taking
a broader perspective on family relations and focusing on the often
overlooked extended kinship ties, this study refutes the myth that black
men lack strong family solidarities.
On the other hand, the proposition of the superorganization theorists,
stating in a largely gender-unspecific way that blacks are more involved
with their extended families, is also refuted, especially when it comes
to the help and support that men provide. In contrast to both of these
theoretical approaches, black men are quite similar to white men in their
overall levels of kin support involvement, and they are less likely to provide
financial assistance.
Note, however, that my measures of kin support focus on non-
coresident kin; because blacks are significantly more likeiy to live with
their relatives, the analyses presented here likely understate black men's
involvement with their families. Other limitations of the data may lead to
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an overestimate of black kin support. NSFH, like most national datasets,
focuses on non-institutionalized population, omitting the incarcerated
men, among whom black men are overrepresented. Incarcerated men are
likely to have low levels of extended family involvement (Browning, Miller
and Spruance 2001), and their omission may lead to an overestimate of
kin integration among biack men.
Overall, this study demonstrates that the generai either/or terms of
the disorganization versus superorganization debate are problematic.
The findings lend support to the arguments of multiracial feminist
scholars who have criticized this debate for its underlying assumption
that Black families are either "better" or "worse" organized (Baca Zinn
1994; Collins 2000).
Explanations of Racial Differences and Similarities
Exploring the factors behind the racial differences and similarities In family
integration, this study finds that SES is centra! to our understanding of
extended family integration patterns, but its role is more complex than
commonly theorized. On the one hand, the lower SES of black men (as
compared to white men) is linked to higher levels of coresidence, living
near kin, and frequent face-to-face contact. On the other hand, net of
proximate living, black men's economic disadvantage appears to hinder
their kin support involvement.
Although a large portion of the race gaps in coresidence and proximate
living was explained by SES, these differences were not fully explained.
It is possible that, to fuHy account for such differences, future research
should build contextual models that specify the characteristics of
respondents' kin or broader communities, such as racial segregation and
socioeconomic composition, Remaining differences in family integration
may be explained by the availability of material resources, institutions,
and even values in particular neighborhoods and communities.
Further, my data indicate that the similarities in kin support provision
do not mean that black men are just "being men" when it comes to
kin support. In fact, the apparent similarities of black and white men in
emotional support and practical help are due to the fact that the effects of
SES and the effects of cultural values and extended family structure cancel
each other out. Thus, the data refute the irrelevance model of similarity
and support the paradox model that suggests that various factors push
the race differential in opposite directions. Specifically, on the one hand,
black men have lower SES than white men and that discourages kin
support of blacks. On the other hand, black men have higher levels of
extended familistic and altruistic values and higher rates of coresidence
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and living near kin than white men, all of which boost black men's kin
support involvement.
The racial difference in financial help, in contrast, emerges for the most
part because one group of factors - socioeconomic characteristics - is
key for explaining this type of support. It is clear that black men are more
likely to be poor and therefore do not have the financial resources to share
with kin. The effect of race differences in SES is too large to be fully
compensated for by other factors.
Taken together, these findings suggest that whereas black men's
economic disadvantage hinders their kin support, their cultural values
and extended family structure tend to bring their involvement with kin to
the levels of the more economically advantaged white men. Thus, one
set of propositions generated by the culture versus structure debate is
clearly refuted: There is no evidence to support the propositions of the
cultural deficiency theorists, who claim that deviant black cultural values
reduce their familial integration. In contrast, the other three theories
find some support. In line with the argument of structural destruction
theorists, this study shows that socioeconomic disadvantage translates
into disadvantage in familial involvement for black men. But the data also
support the argument of cultural resiliency theorists that blacks' cultural
values boost their family integration, even though the impact of culture
is smaller than that of social class. Furthermore, the data also lend some
support to the propositions of structural resiliency theorists, who argue
that poverty increases familial integration. Such processes are evident for
the two proximity measures, coresidence and living nearby. Furthermore,
the effects of proximity also play an important role in compensating for
the dampening effects of socioeconomic variables in kin support.
Although structural factors appear more influential than cultural values,
both structure and culture are important in understanding black men's
familial involvement: Whatever advantages black men have over white
men in terms of family integration come from their cultural values and
extended family structure; whatever disadvantages they have stem from
their socioeconomic position. Therefore, this analysis offers support to
those theorists who have argued against the culture versus structure
dichotomy (Roschelle 1997; Sewell 1992; Sudarkasa 1996). Indeed,
it is important to consider both cultural and structural factors to fully
understand the race differences and similarities in family organization.
These findings also have methodological implications, suggesting
that explanatory models should be applied not only to group differences
but also to group similarities, ln this study, the observed similarities
were explained using what I termed the paradox model. Specifically, the
study demonstrated that different explanatory factors can push the race
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differential in opposite directions, producing the observed similarities.
Future sociological research should pay more attention to similarities and
avoid the tendency to focus only on differences.
Conclusion
This study suggests that we need to transcend the binary approach to
black families implicit in the disorganization vs. superorganization debate
because such an approach misrepresents the reality of family life. Both
disorganization and superorganization theories produce overall judgments
of biack families as either positive, ensuring economic survival and
preserving cultural traditions, or negative, hindering economic success
and reducing avaiiabie support and resources.
Both of these alternatives are deeply flawed. The superorganization
theorists are critical of the view of black families as disorganized and
pathological: therefore, they emphasize only the positive aspects of black
family life. This creates a romanticized portrayal of black families. That
portrayal has implications not only for sociological analysis of families but
also for social policy. It suggests that black families are fully protected by
familial support safety nets, in need of neither assistance nor structural
changes. The analysis presented here clearly suggests otherwise.
demonstrating the dampening effects of economic disadvantage on
support networks.
In contrast, disorganization theorists strive to avoid portraying black
families as having all the support they need; therefore, they emphasize
the social ills of poor black families. As a result, the black family is
portrayed as pathological and black men as negligent, blamed for poverty,
crime and other social ills plaguing black communities, and deemed
undeserving of governmental aid (Baca Zinn 1994). To avoid both of these
misrepresentations, future research on black families should strive to
explain differences and similarities by carefully examining the interplay of
economic conditions and cultural values.
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